Introduction
In the 1990s it became fashionable to argue that economic globalization in combination with deregulation would lead to a deterritorialization of economic activities and the prevalence of the global scale over the local, regional, and national scales (e.g. Levine, 1997; Ohmae, 1990; Wachtel, 1986) . Some authors even proclaimed The End of Geography (O'Brien, 1992) . This position remains dominant in mainstream, neoclassical, and orthodox economics, but has been challenged by many others, most notably by international political economists and human geographers, who claim that deterritorialization and convergence claims are not only theoretically simplistic, but also empirically inaccurate (e.g. Corbridge et al., 1994; Cox, 1997; Hirst and Thompson, 1996; Hollingsworth and Boyer, 1997; Porter, 1990; Scott, 1998; Storper, 1997; Whitley, 1998) . Against mainstream economic theory, political economists and geographers have argued that globalization does not diminish the significance of economic organization. The increasing internationalization of economic activities has not replaced existing forms of capitalism and nationally constructed business systems; globalization processes are path dependent and reflect (national) historical legacies (Whitley, 1998; see also Hudson, 2003) .
There is now work mapping the "varieties of capitalism" (e.g. Hall and Soskice, 2001), but most of this works ignores a very important form of capitalism: residential capitalism (see the introductory chapter to this volume). Political economy and housing are usually not discussed together. Political economists may write about political systems and international finance, but not about the political and financial systems that underpin housing markets. Housing is often seen as either a
Residential Capitalism in Italy and the Netherlands 147 residual or a not very significant economic sector. Academics who work on housing, on the other hand, are often preoccupied with housing policy, and although linkages to social and urban policies are common in this body of work, housing is hardly ever linked to the wider political economy. Like the other chapters in this book, this chapter brings housing and political economy together. I do this through a comparative analysis of residential capitalism in two European countries, the Netherlands and Italy. In discussing both of these cases, my main focus is not so much on the respective countries' national housing policies, but on the regulation (widely defined) of their respective mortgage markets. Of course, to understand changing regulation in both countries it is important to focus on the wider housing policies in both countries.
One problem with the varieties of capitalism literature is that it only specifies two models of capitalism, an American-style liberal capitalism and a German-style (or Japanese-style) coordinated capitalism.
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Although such an approach is more sophisticated than a one-size-fitsall model, it is still limiting in its understanding of "variegated capitalism" (Peck and Theodore, 2007) . There is not a simple dichotomy of models of capitalism or a continuum with the U.S. and Germany at the two poles -there is a whole range of indicators in which capitalisms can differ from one another, as Schwartz and Seabrooke also propose in the introductory chapter. A model of capitalism may look very coordinated according to one indicator, but not according to another. A country may, for instance, have a high redistribution of income (which suggests coordination), but also a very financialized economy (which suggests liberalism) -this is the case in countries like the Netherlands and Denmark. Alternatively, a country may have a relatively low degree of redistribution while also being less financialized, like Italy or Greece. In addition, the varieties of capitalism approach, ironically, shares one element with neoclassical economics, which is that it has a hard time explaining change, being "able to explain stability but not rupture" (Howell, 2003, 122; but see Hall and Thelen, 2008) . In this chapter, therefore, we will not limit ourselves to a coordinated and a liberal model of capitalism. We will also take a dynamic view of institutions that enables both stability and rupture within mortgage markets.
At the end of 2004, there was €4.7 trillion of outstanding mortgage loans in the European Union and €11.3 trillion worldwide (European Mortgage Federation, 2005) . Mortgage markets are not just important as a result of their sheer volume, but also because most homeowners depend on them, because they fuel the economy both directly and indirectly (through equity withdrawal) and because they serve an ideological
